
Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County 

Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 3.5-1 

 INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

 Placer County 

3.5-2 Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 

IO1 
John Baker 

December 3, 2015 

 

I01-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project, but does not address the content, 

analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board 

of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the 

proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions regarding the project.  

I01-2 The comment expresses concerns related to widening SR 267 to four lanes, and general 

traffic congestion. Traffic impacts expected from implementation of the proposed project are 

described in Draft EIR Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation.” Cumulative conditions 

are described beginning on page 10-37. Future expansion of SR 267 to four lanes is not 

proposed as part of the project. It is discussed as a potential improvement under Mitigation 

Measure 10-2 and Mitigation Measure 10-8f to address project-specific and cumulative 

traffic congestion, respectively, at several roadway segments. However, as discussed on 

page 10-32 of the Draft EIR, it is unlikely that this roadway improvement would be 

constructed before the project is implemented. Therefore, it is not expected that both 

projects would be constructed at the same time.  

I01-3 The comment expresses concern related to destruction of ancient trees. Tree removal is 

disclosed and evaluated in Chapter 5, “Land Use and Forest Resources.” Specifically, see 

Impact 5-5. 

The comment implies that the project should not be approved by TRPA or Placer County. See 

response to comment IO18-7, which explains that no portion of the West Parcel is located in 

the Lake Tahoe Basin, and no action by TRPA is required to implement the Specific Plan. The 

comment is likely also referring to the Brockway Campground Project, a proposal for which 

environmental review has not yet commenced, and which will be within the jurisdiction and 

decision-making authority of both TRPA and Placer County. Please see Master Response 2 

regarding the Brockway proposal. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the 

proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions regarding the project.  
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Anthony Basile 

December 3, 2015 

 

I02-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project and expresses concerns about 

development of the ridge lines and adverse effects on night skies. Project-related impacts to 

scenic vistas and light and glare were evaluated and determined to be less than significant, 

as described in Draft EIR Impact 9-1, “Adverse effects on scenic vistas,” and Impact 9-4, 

“New sources of light and glare.” The project would, however, contribute to cumulative 

significant and unavoidable light and glare impacts, as discussed in Cumulative Impact 9-9. 

The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s 

opinions regarding the project and ridgeline protections into consideration.  
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Scott Bent 

November 11, 2015 

 

I03-1 The comment expresses general opposition to the “proposed ridge top campground off Hwy 

267” project. Specifically, the comment expresses concern with congestion on nearby 

roadways. It should be noted that the proposed MVWPSP does not include a campground. 

The comment is referring to the Brockway Campground Project, a proposal for which 

environmental review has not yet commenced, and which will be within the jurisdiction and 

decision-making authority of both TRPA and Placer County. Please see Master Response 2 

regarding the Brockway proposal. In addition, potential impacts to roadways from the 

proposed project are discussed in Draft Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” 

cumulative impacts are discussed starting on page 10-37.  

IO3-2 The comment expresses concern about the elimination of trails and a trail system. Impacts 

on existing recreation facilities are addressed in Draft EIR Impact 17-1, “Impacts on existing 

recreation facilities.” As noted on page 17-1 of the Draft EIR, because the East and West 

Parcels are private property, all current recreation activity is informal/unauthorized, and 

occurs on user-made trails, except for cross-country skiing, biking and hiking on 

approximately 16 miles of West Parcel trails under a lease with CNL (CNL Lifestyle 

Properties, Inc.)/Vail Resorts for private use. Therefore, implementation of the proposed 

project would not eliminate existing public use trails. In addition, approximately 14 miles of 

trails are proposed within the West Parcel, which would connect to existing and planned trails 

including the future Martis Valley Trail, the Tompkins Memorial Trail, and the Tahoe Rim Trail, 

providing access for residents and guests to the broader regional trails network. The trails 

would support both winter sports, such as cross-country skiing and snowshoeing, and 

summer sports, such as hiking and biking. The Northstar Community Services District (NCSD) 

would be consulted regarding the location of internal trails and the most advantageous 

connections to trails outside of the MVWPSP (see Draft EIR Impact 10-4).Please note that 

although the comment refers to a 760 homes with commercial uses and a 550-site 

campground, the campground is not proposed as part of the MVWPSP. The Brockway 

Campground Project is a separate proposal for which environmental review has not yet 

commenced, and which will be within the jurisdiction and decision-making authority of both 

TRPA and Placer County. Please see Master Response 2 regarding the Brockway proposal.  

IO3-3 The comment expresses general opposition to the project. The Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the 

merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project.  
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IO4 
David and Lynne Briscoe 

November 30, 2015 

 

I04-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project and cites general concerns pertaining to 

impacts on traffic, pollution, and public safety. Potential effects from implementation of the 

proposed project related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 10, “Transportation and 

Circulation;” potential effects related to air and water pollution are addressed in Chapters 

11, “Air Quality,” and 15, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” respectively; and potential effects 

related to public safety are addressed in Chapters 17, “Public Services and Recreation” and 

18, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” respectively. The Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the 

merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project.  
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IO5 
David Conmy 

November 22, 2015 

 

I05-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. The comment references general 

environmental and traffic concerns but does not identify specific impacts or analyses from 

the Draft EIR. Potential effects from implementation of the proposed project related to traffic 

are addressed in Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation.” The Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the 

merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project.  
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IO6 
Joy Dahlgren 

December 21, 2015 

 

IO6-1 The comment states that the study area is limited and does not analyze the impacts on I-80 

and SR 28 beyond SR 267. See response to comment IO18-13 regarding the study area for 

the EIR transportation analysis.  

As discussed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2.2 of the Draft EIR, the EIR analyzes and discloses 

potential impacts in varying geographic contexts, as appropriate for each technical issue. The 

geographic scope of project-related traffic impacts and associated cumulative impacts 

includes the broader Truckee-Tahoe region. Regarding recommendations for analysis of I-80, 

Caltrans, which owns and operates I-80 was consulted during the preparation of the 

environmental analyses. This included a meeting in February 2014 to solicit Caltrans input 

on analysis locations and methodologies. Caltrans staff identified the following facilities for 

analysis: 

 SR 267/I-80 Westbound Ramps intersection 

 SR 267/I-80 Eastbound Ramps intersection 

 I-80 Eastbound Off-Ramp to SR 267 diverge segment 

 I-80 Eastbound On-Ramp from SR 267 merge segment 

 I-80 Westbound Off-Ramp to SR 267 diverge segment 

 I-80 Westbound On-Ramp from SR 267 merge segment 

In addition, Caltrans submitted comment letters on the Draft EIR (see Letters SA2 and SA3), 

neither of which mentioned the need for, nor requested, an analysis of the I-80 freeway 

segments beyond the merge and diverge areas of the on and off-ramps at SR 267.  

Nonetheless, an evaluation of potential project impacts on I-80 is presented here in 

response to this comment. According to the Interstate 80 Transportation Corridor Concept 

Report (TCCR) (Caltrans 2010), the freeway mainline at SR 267 operated at LOS D and had 

an average annual daily traffic of 35,000 vehicles in 2007. The TCCR indicates that this 

segment of I-80 has a peak hour volume of 4,350 vehicles, which represents a 0.75 volume-

to-capacity (V/C) ratio. This implies a capacity of 5,800 vehicles per hour. The TCCR also 

specifies a future year 2028 peak hour volume forecast of 6,180 vehicles, which represents 

a 1.06 volume-to-capacity ratio (i.e. over capacity and LOS F).  

Had a detailed analysis of I-80 been conducted, operations would presumably have been at 

an unacceptable level given that a peak winter weekend was being studied. Also, the TCCR 

already notes that under cumulative conditions, the freeway would operate unacceptably. 

Page 10-19 of the DEIR describes how a 0.05 increase in the V/C ratio was applied to judge 

the significance of impacts for segments of SR 267 under unacceptable conditions. Had I-80 

been studied in the DEIR, this same criterion would have been applied.  

The project would add trips to I-80 as shown in the following table (Table 3-5). The comment 

stated that the trips to/from the west were from Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay 

Area; however, only a portion of the trips are to/from those destinations. Some trips to/from 

the west of SR 267 on I-80 are simply local traffic to destinations within Truckee. Despite this 

fact, on the freeway mainline segments immediately adjacent to SR 267 (which includes the 

local traffic remaining within Truckee), the project would not cause a 0.05 V/C ratio increase. 

Hence, project impacts to I-80 would be less than significant. 
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Table 3-5 Project-Generated Traffic on I-80 

Scenario 

Project-Generated Traffic on I-

80 West of SR 267 V/C Ratio 

Increase 

Project-Generated Traffic on I-80  

East of SR 267 V/C Ratio 

Increase 
EB WB Total EB WB Total 

Summer Friday PM Peak Hour 37 37 74 0.01 20 20 40 0.01 

Winter Sunday Peak Hour 40 44 84 0.01 25 23 48 0.01 

Note: Source of project-added traffic is DEIR Exhibit 10-6. 

V/C Ratio calculated based on free capacity from the Interstate 80 Transportation Corridor Concept Report (Caltrans 2010). 

IO6-2 The comment questions the use of the 30th highest hour for analyzing impacts of increased 

facility use when analyzing a weekend day, and also states that the Draft EIR provides no 

detail on when the 30th highest hour occurred. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, and consistent with other EIRs completed for projects in eastern 

Placer County, impacts on study roadways and intersections are determined by measuring 

the effects of project traffic on the summer weekday pm peak hour and the winter 30th 

highest hour. The winter peak is technically defined as the 30th-highest hour of travel 

demand during the ski season (Placer County 2003). The 30th highest hour used to 

represent the winter peak hour is appropriate for analysis of establishing a baseline for 

which project impacts are analyzed due to the hour generally corresponding to a busy (but 

not the busiest) weekend day during the ski season during the hour that ski areas are closing 

and skiers departing ski areas mix with local and inter-regional traffic. This was established 

by reviewing Caltrans hourly traffic count data on SR 267 for the entire 2012/2013 winter 

ski season (November 2012 through March 2013). Although the comment notes that there 

are only 8-10 weekend days per month, the hour used is the 30th highest hour out of all 

hours of every day throughout the winter season. This ended up corresponding with January 

3rd, 2012, at 3 p.m.  

The 30th highest hour is commonly used in both facility design and in traffic impact analysis 

for the purpose of identifying a peak period up to the level before unusually high outliers of 

traffic levels occur. Note that the analysis of the 30th highest hour is determined from all 

hours of every day throughout the winter season; therefore, it represents a level of traffic very 

close to the absolute maximum observed traffic volume. This is not to be mistaken for the 

30th highest peak hour, in other words, taking the peak hour of every day and finding the 30th 

highest hour out of that group. 

IO6-3 The comment questions the use of a factor to estimate traffic movements because it is not 

clear if the factor applies to peak period movements. The comment also states that there is 

not enough information regarding how the factor was derived.  

Because the traffic count data do not exactly represent the traffic volumes for the study 

period (for the winter season – the 30th highest hour), a factor is necessary to adjust the 

collected traffic count volumes to be used for the analysis. 

The traffic counts collected for the analysis were factored up to the volume of the 30th 

highest hour determined from Caltrans data. In addition, a growth factor was applied to 

convert the data used for the analysis from 2013 to 2014 based on historical traffic growth 

also established from Caltrans traffic count data. The resulting factor was applied to all 

turning movements at each of the study intersections. 

Turning movement traffic volumes at the study intersections were collected on March 9th, 

2014. These traffic volumes first needed to be assessed to determine if they represented the 
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appropriate study period for the winter peak (the 30th highest hour). Available data to make 

that assessment was obtained from Caltrans’ permanent count station on SR 267 just south 

of Brockway Road/Soaring Way. Caltrans keeps a historical record of the number of vehicles 

passing through these count locations hourly over the course of many years; however, there 

are only a few key roadway count stations on SR 267. This does not directly provide the 

intersection turning movement volumes necessary for the traffic analysis. The Caltrans’ data 

are able to indicate when the actual 30th highest hour occurred at their count station. The 

traffic volumes from the collected counts at the location of the Caltrans’ count station were 

then compared to the 30th highest hour traffic volume from Caltrans data in order to 

determine what factor was necessary to adjust the traffic counts to represent the 30th 

highest hour. This factor was then applied to all turning movements equally; not all turning 

movements may require this level of adjustment, but it represents a conservative approach 

since the traffic count volumes needed to be factored up. In addition, the Caltrans data 

available at the initiation of the traffic study only covered the period through 2013. The 

traffic counts also needed to be factored up 1.6 percent per year (a growth rate also 

determined with historical Caltrans data) in order to reflect the traffic growth between 2013 

and 2014.  

IO6-4 The comment takes issue with calculating trip generation, stating that trip generation does 

not depend on the proportion of second homes but on the proportion of second homes that 

are occupied during the peak hour. The comment further elaborates that the trip generation 

rate for occupied second homes should be the same as the full-time residences. 

 See Master Response 5 regarding trip generation methodology. Single-family housing and 

second homes require different trip generation because the trip-making patterns are not 

exactly the same. One example is that full-time residential includes external trips to and from 

work, while second home residential is not expected to have this trip pattern. 

The comment also states that the Draft EIR contains no data on origin and destination pairs, 

and that the information sources and method for trip distribution should be included. The 

project trip distribution was determined using the Truckee TransCAD traffic model. Project 

land use was input into the model, and the project trips were tracked throughout the 

network. This was compared for consistency with the traffic patterns from existing traffic 

counts and with professional judgment considering the locations of nearby complimentary 

land uses. 

IO6-5 The comment describes the existing plus project level of service at SR 267/I-80 WB ramps 

and SR 267/Schaffer Mill Road, and questions why Caltrans would not be willing to optimize 

the signal as the mitigation in order to avoid the significant and unavoidable impact. 

As stated in the Draft EIR (page 10-28), Placer County cannot guarantee that Caltrans would 

optimize the signal timings. While signal retiming would be feasible for Caltrans, it could be 

dependent on other factors such as pedestrian and bike timing and the need for repairs or 

improvements required for advanced detection prior to any timing changes. Because Placer 

County does not have direct responsibility for implementation of these mitigation measures, 

it cannot make assurances that Caltrans would do in the future.  

IO6-6 The comment reiterates information from the Draft EIR regarding roadway segments and 

states that $3 million is not enough to widen SR 267. This is consistent with the information 

provided in Table 10-14 of the Draft EIR on page 10-31.  

IO6-7 The comment states that the effect of the project would be much greater when other 

development that is either already approved, or is likely to be approved, is taken into 

account. 
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The traffic study accounted for approved and reasonably foreseeable development projects in 

the cumulative traffic forecasting. These other development projects are incorporated in the 

traffic model used to develop cumulative forecasts, as noted in the Draft EIR (page 10-37). 

IO6-8 The comment lists estimated cost and year of completion for Mitigation Measure 10-8 and 

states that paying a fee for roadway improvements does not mitigate unless the fees and 

other funding sources are sufficient to fully fund the improvements. As noted in the 

discussion following Mitigation Measures 10-2, the project would pay its fair share of 

identified capital improvements identified in the CIP. However, because it is unlikely that the 

identified improvements would be constructed before the project is implemented, Impact 10-

2 (Impacts to roadway segments) was determined to be significant and unavoidable. The 

Truckee TIF Program and Placer County CIP are implemented using other funding sources in 

addition to traffic impact fees, as indicated in Table 10-14. The comment notes that the 

completion dates of the planned projects are far in the future. The comment lists completion 

dates from 2030 to 2035. As described on page 3-33 in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of 

the Draft EIR, the project is anticipated to be built out over approximately 20 years, 

depending on factors such as market demand. Therefore, the full impacts of the proposed 

project would also be far in the future, similar to buildout of future roadway improvements.  

IO6-9 The comment suggests a mitigation measure not considered in the Draft EIR,--a reduction in 

peak ski traffic to/from Northstar by establishing remote parking lots in Truckee and the 

north shore of Tahoe with frequent bus shuttles or use of TART bus service.  

The suggested mitigation would address existing and future conditions related to peak ski 

traffic between Northstar and Truckee and Northstar and the north shore of Tahoe. This 

traffic is not an effect of the project, however, and the project would not be responsible for 

minimizing these effects. In considering mitigation measures to minimize significant effects, 

the State CEQA Guidelines state that mitigation measures must be “roughly proportional” to 

the impacts of the project (State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(4)(B)). Please note 

that the project proposes to implement a shuttle with the 340th unit. The shuttle would travel 

to local destinations, including Northstar and potentially including destinations to the south 

of the project site within the Tahoe Basin.  

IO6-10 The comment states the effects of the project would be experienced elsewhere in Placer 

County, on I-80, and in the Tahoe Basin. See response to comment IO6-1.  

IO6-11 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR transportation section analyze the effect of 

development of the project on Lake Tahoe’s environment. The Transportation and Circulation 

chapter of the Draft EIR includes applicable discussions of traffic impacts into the Tahoe 

Basin. For example, the LOS discussion in Impact 10-1 on pages 10-27 to 10-28 describes 

impacts in the Basin at the intersection of State Route (SR) 267 and SR 28. Impacts to 

roadway segments, including from the project access roadway to SR 28 in the Basin, are also 

addressed. Other environmental effects in and around the Tahoe Basin are discussed in the 

other resource chapters of the Draft EIR.  

IO6-12 The comment addresses the proposed Brockway Campground project. Please see Master 

Response 2 regarding the Brockway Campground project. 

IO6-13 The comment notes that a traffic analysis should be provided for the Alternative 3. The size 

of the Reduced Density Alternative (Alternative 3) was calculated by balancing results of a 

sensitivity analysis to determine how much the project would have to be reduced to decrease 

certain significant and unavoidable impacts (including intersection operations at the SR 

267/Project Access Roadway intersection) with the feasibility of the alternatives. Considering 

that many of the study roadway segments and intersections would operate at an 

unacceptable level under Cumulative No Project, adding the reduced project alternative 
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would exacerbate these unacceptable conditions. With the reduced density alternative, the 

level of exacerbation would be less than the full proposed project; however, it would not 

reduce these roadway segments and intersections to a less-than-significant level. The 

reduced alternative is expected to worsen the already unacceptable intersections beyond the 

allowable level for a less-than-significant impact (by more than a four-second increase in 

delay), and the already unacceptable roadway segments beyond the allowable level (by 

increasing the V/C ratio by more than 0.05. Therefore, besides the intersection at SR 

267/Project Access Roadway, generally the same intersections and roadway segments that 

were significant and unavoidable under the full proposed project would also be significant 

and unavoidable under the reduced density alternative. 

IO6-14 The comment suggests an alternative that would construct the Brockway Campground on the 

project site. As noted in Master Response 2 regarding Brockway Campground, it is a 

separate proposal from the proposed MVWPSP. The Brockway Campground has separate 

objectives, and buildout of camp sites on the project site would not meet the objectives of 

the MVWPSP, as described on pages 3-6 and 3-7 of the Draft EIR. 

IO6-15 The comment questions whether or not the project should be approved. The comment does 

not specifically address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The Placer 

County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions 

regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making 

decisions regarding the project. 
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IO7 
Susan Daniels 

No date 

 

I07-1 The comment expresses opposition to the project. The comment does not specifically 

address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the 

merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project. 

 The comment states that Placer County is being asked to change zoning in an agricultural 

resource area. As explained in Section 1.2.1, “Effects Found Not to be Significant,” of the 

Draft EIR, the MVWPSP would not be located on or adjacent to farmland or land associated 

with a Williamson Act contract; therefore, the project site is not considered an agricultural 

resource area.  

 Alteration of existing land uses and consistency with the General Plan and MVCP are fully 

described and evaluated in Chapter 5, “Land Use and Forest Resources,” of the Draft EIR. 

Specifically, Impact 5-3 addresses consistency of the proposed MVWPSP with the MVCP and 

the Placer County General Plan, and Impact 5-1 describes the proposed change in land use 

under the MVWPSP and describes the process in Placer County for adoption and 

implementation of a Specific Plan. The MVWPSP includes policies that maintain consistency 

between the MVWPSP and the MVCP and Placer County General Plan. As documented in 

Appendix D of the Draft EIR, the MVWPSP goals and policies are consistent with the MVCP 

and Placer County General Plan. 

I07-2  The comment also generally opposes the project, citing concerns about various 

environmental resources resulting in associated economic costs. However, the comment 

does not specifically address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The 

issues raised in the comment are addressed in the Draft EIR (see, for example, Chapter 15 

regarding water quality). 

I07-3 The comment generally opposes the project, points to available housing in Lake Tahoe, and 

questions the need for additional vacation homes. The comments are focused on the merits 

of the project rather than the adequacy of the Draft EIR analyses. The objectives of the 

proposed MVWPSP are included in the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3-6. 

I07-4 The comment raises concerns regarding the environmental impacts of the project. Please 

see the Draft EIR. The loss of trees is evaluated in Impact 5-4 and Cumulative Impact 5-8 in 

Chapter 5, “Land Use and Forest Resources.” Biological resource impacts, such as habitat 

and migratory corridors, are addressed in Chapter 7, “Biological Resources.” Water quality 

and hydrology concerns are evaluated in Chapter 15, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” Water 

demand and supply is evaluated in Chapter 16, “Utilities,” and traffic is evaluated in Chapter 

10, “Transportation and Circulation.” Visual impacts and light pollution are addressed in 

Chapter 9, “Visual Resources,” and wildfire hazards are addressed in Chapter 18, “Hazards 

and Hazardous Materials.” Please also see Master Response 9 in this Final EIR related to 

wildland fire, emergency evacuation, and the draft Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation 

Plan prepared as part of the MVWPSP.  

I07-5 The comment notes a few benefits of the project, including jobs. Please note that Chapter 6, 

“Population, Employment, and Housing,” and Section 20.3, “Growth-Inducing Impacts,” of 

the Draft EIR evaluate the project-related impacts to population, employment, and housing, 

as well as growth inducement.  
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The comment asserts that there is no benefit for wildlife or forests. In fact, the commitment 

to preserve the entire 6,376-acre East Parcel is a central component of the Specific Plan. 

The Specific Plan includes policies ensuring that, if the Specific Plan is approved, the entire 

East Parcel would be permanently preserved as open space (see page 3-11 of the Draft EIR). 

The East Parcel would provide a connection to other conserved lands, resulting in 

approximately 50,000 acres of contiguous open space. As stated on page 7-44 of the Draft 

EIR, several common vegetation and habitat types presently zoned for potential development 

would be conserved in perpetuity with implementation of the project.  

I07-6 The comment generally opposes the project and requests opposition to zoning changes. The 

comments are focused on the merits of the project rather than the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analyses. Please see response to comment I07-1, above.  

I07-7 This comment incorporates information on LAFCOs and preservation of agricultural lands. 

Please see response to comment I07-1, above. 
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IO8 
Hilary Davis 

December 21, 2015 

 

I08-1 The comment describes the background of the project and the Brockway Campground 

proposal, and suggests that the Draft EIR does not address the cumulative impacts 

associated with the Brockway Campground. The Draft EIR considers the Brockway 

Campground proposal and other cumulative projects, as described in Section 4.2, 

“Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology” and as shown on Table 4-2, “Cumulative Projects 

List,” on page 4-5 of the Draft EIR. Cumulative projects are considered throughout the impact 

analyses of Chapters 5 through 18; the analysis of cumulative impacts follows the project-

specific analyses in each chapter. For further discussion regarding the Brockway 

Campground proposal, see Master Response 2 of this Final EIR.  

I08-2 The comment raises concerns regarding increased traffic on SR 267 due to the project and 

cumulative projects, such as the Brockway Campground. Chapter 10, “Transportation and 

Circulation,” of the Draft EIR evaluates traffic impacts related to the proposed MVWPSP as 

well as under cumulative conditions. In addition, see Master Response 6, regarding VMT. 

The comment also suggests that a bike path be implemented along SR 267. Existing bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities in the project area are described in Draft EIR Section 10.1.6. While 

numerous existing bicycle facilities are available in the region and many others are planned, 

a Class I or II bike path along SR 267 is not proposed as part of the MVWPSP. As described in 

the Draft EIR, there is a designated bike route on SR 267 from I-80 to Brockway Road, 

continuing with a Class I bike path to Schaffer Mill Road (see Draft EIR Exhibit 10-4). South of 

Schaffer Mill Road, SR 267 is considered an unsigned connecting paved route. Bike lanes 

exist through the Northstar Drive intersection, and five-foot-wide Class II bike lanes would be 

constructed on SR 267 at the project site access intersection to support safe passage 

through the new intersection.  

In addition, page 10-15 of the Draft EIR, under “Caltrans District 3 State Highways Bicycle 

Facility Plan,” states: 

For the segment of SR 267 from the Placer County/Nevada County line to Brockway 

Summit, the local jurisdiction (Placer County) recommends Class II bike lanes, while 

Caltrans recommends “Share the Road” designation. For the segment of SR 267 

from Brockway Summit to SR 28, the local jurisdiction (Tahoe Regional Planning 

Agency) recommends Class II bike lanes, while Caltrans recommends a Class III bike 

route. 

The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s 

opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when 

making decisions regarding the project.  

The comment also asserts that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. Recirculation is not 

warranted. See Master Response 1.  
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IO9 
John Demorest 

October 23, 2015 

 

I09-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP project. The comment does not address 

the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the 

merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project.  
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IO10 
John Demorest 

November 7, 2015 

 

I010-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP project. The comment does not address 

the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the 

merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions 

regarding the project. 

 


